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It’s in Los Angeles 


Our 1958 annual meeting will be held in Los Angeles on 
August 25-26, during the convention of the American Bar Associa- 
tion. Plans call for a session Monday afternoon, the 25th, followed 
by a social hour, and a Tuesday morning meeting and luncheon, 
all jointly with the Section of Legal Education and Admissions to 
the Bar. 


Watch the A.B.A. Journal for instructions regarding hotel 
reservations and send your order in early to the American Bar 
Association. 

This is the year for you to take the family on a vacation to the 
West Coast—and you can slip away from sightseeing long enough to 
attend the Conference’s sessions. 
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Shelden D. Elliott and Len Young Smith 


Standards for Bar Examiners 
and Bar Examinations 


A Panel Discussion at the Joint Session of the National Conference of Bar Examiners 
and the Section of Legal Education and Admissions to the Bar of the American Bar 


Association, in New York on July 16, 1957. 


Remarks of Walter Powers 


Chairman of the National Conference of Bar Examiners 


The business of this afternoon’s panel discussion has to do with 
the subject in which everyone here, no matter whether he is here 
as a member of the National Conference or as a member of the 
Section of Legal Education and Admissions to the Bar, or merely as a 
member of the public, is not only vitally interested but interested 
from the same standpoint, and that is an attempt to make the work 
( of the bar examiners more certain, either to make it likely that they 
will pass more applicants who should be passed or fail more appli- 
cants who should not have passed; and to make it easier so that they 
can, with the amount of energy and brains that they can devote to it, 
make the results come out right. 
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There has not been entire agreement as to whether the Standards 
proposed by the Section of Legal Education' are conceived to achieve 
that sort of result. That is the reason there is discussion about them. 
There is no discussion whatever about the ultimate objective. 

I have perhaps been more articulate than anybody else in 
attempting to present the view that the Standards as drawn could be 
and should be improved before they are put out as the recommenda- 
tions of any authoritative body. 

One part of one of the Standards is perhaps the principal reason 
why I am objecting to them. I think not, but it has been suggested 
that it is; that is, one sentence which says that no one should serve 
as bar examiner after he reaches the age of seventy. Having reached 
and passed that age, and not being satisfied that I am yet fit for the 
boneyard, I at least would like to see that moved up to my age. 

It reminds me of the story that has been going around about 
two men in a bar, one an old-timer and the other a young fellow, 
talking about baseball. As always happens, the old-timer knows all 
about baseball in his day, and as‘usually happens he has a favorite. 

The old-timer’s favorite was Ty Cobb, who in his opinion was 
the greatest ball player that ever lived, and especially the greatest 
man that ever carried a bat up to a plate. 

After he had dwelt on that thesis for some time the young fellow 
said, “Well, if Cobb were playing on Detroit now with the improved 
pitching they have, et cetera, what do you think he would be hitting 
for?” 

The old-timer said, “I think he would hit for .190 to .200 at least.” 

The young fellow said, “.190 to .200—well, that isn’t batting very 
heavy.” 

“Well, great Scott,” said the old-timer, “Cobb is 68 years old.” 

I have the pleasure and the honor of introducing one of the best 
brains and one of the finest fellows representing the Section of Legal 
Education, your friend and my friend, Shelden D. Elliott. 


Remarks of Shelden D. Elliott 


Director of the Institute of Judicial Administration and 
Professor of Law at New York University 


You know, after that festive occasion last night, that banquet 
with all of those people present, Mrs. Elliott and I were taxiing home. 
We had been talking about the great men in the American Bar 


1 These “Standards” were published in full in The Bar Examiner for May 1956, 
Vol. 25, No. 3, pp. 71-75. 
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Association and elsewhere, and then I ventured the observation that 
it is surprising how few truly great men there are today. My wife, 
with that sympathetic understanding, eyed me and said gently, “Yes 
dear, and there is actually one less than we think there are.” 

Therefore, it is with becoming if unaccustomed humility that I 
present what is billed as an address. Consequently I have it in writing. 
It is entitled: 


STATUS OF PROPOSED STANDARDS FOR Bar EXAMINERS AND 
Bar EXAMINATIONS 


In order to put the present status of the proposed Standards for 
Bar Examiners and Bar Examinations into proper perspective, it is 
necessary to consider the history of their development. At the outset, 
and contrary to apparent assumptions in some quarters, it should be 
noted that (1) the Standards did not originate with the Council of the 
Section of Legal Education and (2) they are not of purely recent con- 
coction, either in substance or in form. 

For their background and origin, one must go back to 1934 when 
the Association of American Law Schools established a Special Com- 
mittee on Bar Admissions, (A.A.L.S. 1934 Handbook, p. 161). As 
stated by the Special Committee in its 1934 report, 

“The function of the Committee is to study the general problem 
of admission to the bar and, specifically, the relation between 
bar examinations and the work of the law schools, and to recom- 
mend methods of securing a closer cooperation between the 
schools and the bar examiners in the several states. While sig- 
nificant studies have been made in a few states and excellent 
work accomplished by the National Conference of Bar Examiners, 
it was apparent that additional detailed studies must be concluded 
before a program could be formulated and recommendations sub- 
mitted to the Association. These studies are now under way and 
include such matters as methods of appointment, qualifications, 
and tenure of bar examiners, provision for joint conferences of 
law teachers, supreme court judges, and bar examiners, correlation 
between law school records and success in bar examinations, 
grading bar examinations, credit for high scholarship in law 
schools, etc. 

“Correspondence has been carried on with the National Con- 

ference of Bar Examiners. That organization through Mr. 

Shafroth has expressed great interest in the work of the Commit- 

tee and has made available the information and statistics already 

collected and offered the facilities of the organization for further 
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studies. A committee consisting of the executive members and 
general officers of the National Conference has been appointed 
to work jointly with us.” (A.A.L.S. 1935 Handbook, p. 218). 


In 1936, the Special Committee on Bar Admissions reported: 


“The Committee early discovered that although some excellent 
local studies had been made, there was no information available 
that would give any adequate picture on a national scale. Accord- 
ingly, the Committee was continued and empowered to conduct 
on behalf of the Association a national survey of the Bar Admis- 
sions System and to work jointly with the National Conference 
of Bar Examiners and the Boards of Examiners of the several 
states. 


“The investigations of the Committee have proceeded along 
three major lines: (1) a Survey of the Machinery and Practice 
of Conducting Bar Examinations; (2) a Survey of Practices and 
Methods of the Bar Examiners and Readers; (3) a Survey of the 
Problem from the Standpoint of Member Schools. In addition 
to these studies the Committee has prepared and distributed 
to the 266 bar examiners in the country a selected bibliography 
of recent literature dealing with bar examinations and bar ad- 
missions problems. 


“Survey No. 1 was made by an examination of the statutes, rules 
of court, and rules of Boards of Governors and Bar Examiners, 
supplemented by information furnished by the secretaries of the 
Boards in the states and the District of Columbia. It covers such 
items as (a) selection, qualifications, compensation and tenure of 
examining boards, (b) rules or practices in connection with pre- 
paring examination questions, (c) scope of the examination 
(what fields or subjects are covered), (d) length of examination, 
(e) use of optional questions, (f) passing mark and how deter- 
mined, (g) relations with law schools, either through official 
committees or otherwise, (h) use of full time secretary or expert 
technical adviser, (i) keeping data or making studies of repeaters, 
validity of questions and correlation of success in bar examinations 
with law school records, (j) availability of information about bar 
examination results, (k) power to cooperate with law schools 
by making statistical information available, etc. 

“Survey No. 2 was made from information furnished by 130 
bar examiners representing all of the states and the District of 
Columbia. This survey covers in detail such matters as (a) 
technique of preparing bar examination questions and the sources 
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from which they are drawn, (b) character of the questions used 
and scope of the examination, with particular reference to cor- 
relation with the curriculum of an approved school, (c) methods 
used and practices in connection with grading, (d) relations 
with law schools and value of a joint advisory committee con- 
sisting of bar examiners, law teachers and perhaps members of 
the Supreme Court, (e) use and value of complete academic and 
law school records. The third survey was made in an attempt 
to approach the same problems from the standpoint of the law 
schools, and to this end questionnaires were directed to the Deans 
in all Association schools requesting certain information and 
opinions. The answers reflect not only the personal opinions of 
the Deans but the views of the faculties as far as it was possible 
to obtain them. While calling largely for opinion and suggestions, 
this part of the study has been valuable as a check against the 
information otherwise acquired. It covers such items as (a) 
willingness to serve as a member of a joint advisory committee 
with the examiners, (b) opinion as to the educational value of 
the bar examination system as presently conducted, (c) number 
of students taking commercially conducted cram and coach classes, 
(d) relations with bar examiners, official or unofficial, (e) sug- 
gestions for improving the bar admission system. 


“Tt has taken considerable time and effort to assemble, analyze 
and classify these data. Over 700 letters and questionnaires have 
been sent and approximately that number received, in addition 
to the time spent in studying the statutes, rules, etc. The resultant 
material is too large to permit reproduction in full. It has been 
arranged and classified both by states and subject-matter and 
placed in such form as to preserve it for such detailed studies as 
may be made later.” (A.A.L.S. 1936 Handbook, p. 300). 


In 1940, the Association of American Law Schools’ Committee on 
Cooperation with the Bench and Bar reported on a supplemental 
survey, bringing up to date the earlier one made by the Committee on 
Bar Admissions. One of the results of this survey, based on answers to 
detailed questionnaires received from 106 members of boards of bar 
examiners, and 73 law school deans, was a proposed set of “Recom- 
mended Standards for a Bar Examination System,” covering (a) Com- 
mittees of Bar Examiners, their selection and appointment, (b) Bar 
Examinations, (c) Grading Bar Examinations, (d) Statistics, (e) 
Educational Standards and (f) Diploma Privilege. The Committee 
submitted these standards to the Association of American Law Schools 
on December 27, 1940, and recommended that they, or standards 
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similar to them, be used “as the basis for approving bar examination 
systems and that state Committees on Cooperation between the Law 
Schools and the Bar be requested to urge the adoption of these 
standards in their respective states.” (A.A.L.S. 1940 Handbook, p. 191). 
The members of the Committee were: Noel T. Dowling, Albert J. 
Harno, Fleming James, Jr., Charles T. McCormick, Frederick J. 
Moreau, Robert W. Stayton, Edson R. Sunderland, and James E. 
Brenner, Chairman. The text of the proposed standards as formulated 
by the Committee is set forth in full in their report. (A.A.L.S. 1940 
Handbook, pp. 188 to 191. Reprinted on pages 125 to 129). 


The Association approved the Committee’s recommendation as to 
the proposed standards, and also their further recommendations in 
favor of a National Bar Examination and the development of additional 
state Committees on Cooperation between the Law Schools and the 
Bar. 


In 1947 and 1948, as part of the Survey of the Legal Profession, 
a further extensive and elaborate series of questionnaires was sent 
to bar examiners and law school deans. The results of this study were 
coordinated and consolidated in the volume of the Survey on “Bar 
Examinations and Requirements for Admission to the Bar,” published 
in 1952. 


In September 1954, President Loyd Wright of the American Bar 
Association appointed the following as members of a Special Committee 
to Study Implementing the Report of the Survey of the Legal Profes- 
sion, insofar as it pertained to bar examiners, bar examinations and 
related subjects: Howard L. Barkdull, James E. Brenner, Paul W. 
Brosman, Shelden D. Elliott, George Neff Stevens, Olin Watts, and 
Herbert W. Clark, Chairman. The Special Committee prepared a 
preliminary draft of proposed standards based on, and adapted from, 
the standards originally proposed by the Association of American Law 
Schools in 1940. 


In May 1955, the Special Committee’s draft was submitted to, and 
approved in principle by, the Board of Governors of the American 
Bar Association and the Executive Committee of the Association of 
American Law Schools. 


It will be noted that the Special Committee was an independent 
committee, and not a committee or subcommittee of the Council of 
the Section of Legal Education. Its report and recommendations with 
respect to the proposed standards were submitted to the House of 
Delegates of the American Bar Association at the Philadelphia con- 
vention in 1955, and were approved by that body. 


112 


At the Dallas convention of the American Bar Association in 
1956 the responsibility for implementing the proposed standards, as 
previously approved by the House of Delegates, was assigned to the 
Council of the Section of Legal Education and Admissions to the 
Bar. 

Meanwhile, the Association of American Law Schools, through 
its Committee on Admissions to the Bar, and under a subcommittee 
headed by Dean George Neff Stevens, has also proceeded to enlist 
support for the proposed standards in the various states, through the 
deans and faculty members of member schools of the Association. 

A number of states have already indicated their concurrence 
in, or compliance with, the standards in whole or in part. Several 
states, however, have suggested objections to or alteration of, par- 
ticular standards. Some have suggested additional matters to be 
covered and included. 

At its meeting in February 1957, the Council of the Section of 
Legal Education referred to a special committee the matter of objec- 
tions to the proposed standards. That committee has considered the 
objections and suggestions and has recommended to the Council that 
the subject of possible need for revision of the proposed standards 
be considered by a continuing joint committee of the Council and of 
the National Conference of Bar Examiners. This recommendation was 
approved by the Council at its meeting on July 13, 1957. Such is the 
status of the proposed standards as of the date of this report. 


CHAIRMAN Powers: Thank you, Shelden Elliott. As you might 
well know and expect, we would get from him a very accurate, fair, 
and informative report. 

The Chairman of the Committee of the National Conference on 
the same or a similar subject, the subject of Standards, I suppose 
needs no introduction to anybody here. I am reminded when I think 
of his ability to get things done of the old story of the English judge who 
also was resourceful and able. He wanted to get away for a long 
week-end. He hoped to get away some time on Thursday. He came in 
and found that there were three criminal cases to be heard and the 
Clerk of the Court told him that he thought two of them would be 
long and drawn out; he did not believe they would finish even by 
Friday. On the third one there was going to be a plea of guilty. 

The judge said that he thought he could dispose of that. So he 
said, “We will call up first the case in which there is to be a plea of 
guilty.” The case was called and the defendant pleaded guilty. It 
was not a very serious offense and the judge said, “Three years at 
hard labor.” Everybody was astounded. The offense was within the 
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possibilities of that sentence, but it was far too great to please anybody 
in the courtroom. The bailiff took the defendant by the arm and 
started to lead him out. When he got to the door the judge said, “Just 
a minute. I spoke rather hurriedly. I did not take into consideration 
the fact that the defendant had pleaded guilty, thereby saving the 
Crown a considerable expense and the possibility of a miscarriage of 
justice. My sentence was too severe. I revoke that sentence. I 
sentence him to probation for six months.” 

The man left the courtroom smiling, and counsel in the two other 
cases began whispering to their solicitors and to one another, and one 
of them got up and said, “My lord, I represent the defendant in the 
next case; I wonder if we might have ten minutes continuance?” 

The judge said, “Certainly.” He came back after ten minutes 
and the counsel in both cases said their clients wished to plead guilty. 

Len Smith has had a distinguished career not only at the Illinois 
Bar but in this National Conference of Bar Examiners. I can think of 
no man better qualified to be Chairman of the Committee of which 
he is now Chairman, and I am sure that you will be as edified and 
enlightened by his report as you have been by Shelden Elliott’s. 
Len Young Smith. 


Remarks of Len Young Smith 


President of the Illinois Board of Law Examiners and Former 
Chairman of the National Conference of Bar Examiners 


Mr. Elliott, Members of the Conference and of the Section on 
Legal Education: I think if Mr. Elliott had been the author of the 
Standards and had been the principal person promulgating them from 
the beginning it might not have been necessary for either of us to be 
appearing here this afternoon. 

I do not feel at all controversial this afternoon. I have in mind 
that I have been invited to a party of one of your larger New York 
firms at five o’clock. At eight-thirty we are going to see “My Fair 
Lady,” and tomorrow morning I am on my way to have tea with the 
Queen over in London, so I feel kindly inclined toward everyone. 

My paper, also in writing, is entitled: 

Report oF SPECIAL COMMITTEE OF NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF 

Bar EXAMINERS ON MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR BAR EXAMINERS 


Too much has already been written and spoken about the Required 
and Recommended Minimum Standards for Bar Examiners and Bar 
Examinations. We have received and read comments and explanations 
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in extenso and ad nauseam. Even so, your Committee, appointed by the 
Chairman of the National Conference of Bar Examiners, consisting 
of John T. DeGraff, Sharp Whitmore and myself, has the temerity to 
submit its observations and suggestions for your consideration. 

We have no set ideas to defend or promote. Our sole interest, 
with respect to the matter of the Standards, is that somehow-—and 
we are not particularly concerned with how it is accomplished— 
there be a serviceable set of Standards, reasonably satisfactory to 
both the Section of Legal Education of the American Bar Association 
and, in particular, its Council, and our Conference. 

Of course we approve the idea of trying to improve bar examina- 
tions. The Committee unreservedly approves of the formulation and 
dissemination of any helpful and properly stated recommendations or 
standards—or guides—the name is not too important—which will 
assist the appointing authorities in the selection of bar examiners 
and the supervision of their activities, and which will assist bar 
examiners in the preparation of questions, the grading of answers and, 
in general, the efficient administration of their duties. Accordingly, 
your special committee has solicited the views not only of bar exam- 
iners but of various parties who are necessarily affected by the 
proposed Standards. 

This committee has found: 

(1) That the question of improving the Standards for bar 
examinations and their administration deserves careful consideration, 
and the proposed Standards are welcomed to the extent that they 
have drawn attention to the problem. 

(2) That there is a constructive purpose to be served by the 
adoption throughout the country of a uniform set of guides to assist 
the appointing authorities in their selection of the most efficient and 
qualified examiners. 

(3) That there is likewise a constructive purpose to be served 
by the adoption throughout the country of a uniform set of guides 
for the assistance of examining authorities in the preparation and 
administration of examinations. 

(4) That the present Standards do not reflect the careful 
consideration of all the groups whose experience and judgment should 
have been called upon in drafting them. Specifically, little or no 
effort has been made to obtain the advice of law schools, state and 
local bar associations, or the examiners themselves. Most of us are 
literate, and, assuming we were utterly lacking in the qualifications 
deemed desirable by the Required Minimum Standards when ap- 
pointed, we submit that our experience with the examining process, 
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for some intensive and extensive, would have been helpful to those 
who prepared and promulgated the Standards. We are concerned with 
the content and the practical application of the Standards. If they are 
good, it is of no moment that bar examiners were not consulted. After 
all, it is my understanding that there was little, if any, discussion 
attending the handing down of the Ten Commandments. We do not 
place the Standards—or any ten of them—in the same category. 
Naturally, we are delighted that the Council of the Section of Legal 
Education has voted to appoint members to a joint committee of the 
Council and the Conference to make a further study of the Standards. 
The Board of Managers of this Conference has also voted to appoint 
three members to the joint committee in an attempt to find a common 
approach to this problem. 

Most surprisingly, no effort at all has been made to obtain the 
advice of the appointing authorities in the various states. This last 
failure is indefensible in view of the fact that the proposed Standards 
clearly encroach upon the prerogatives of such appointing authorities. 
While it is not the function of this committee to pass upon the wisdom 
of dispensing with the views of these necessarily interested groups, 
it is impelled to report its strong belief, supported by experience in 
at least one State (Illinois), that the present Standards have not 
the slightest possibility of nationwide acceptance. 

It may be of some interest to give you the reaction of the deans 
of our seven American Bar Association approved law schools in 
Illinois, the Committees on Legal Education of the Illinois State Bar 
Association and The Chicago Bar Association, the Board of Law 
Examiners and the appointing and supervisory power, the Supreme 
Court of that state. The committees of our state and local associations 
carefully considered the Standards at committee meetings and at an 
open session at the mid-winter meeting of the State Association. 
Both groups adopted resolutions to the effect that no action be taken 
concerning them for the reason that the Standards, to the extent 
deemed desirable, are being followed in Illinois and, in some instances, 
exceeded. The opinions of the six deans and the one acting dean of our 
law schools are largely in accord with the resolutions of the Section 
on Legal Education of the Illinois State Bar Association and the 
Committee on Legal Education of The Chicago Bar Association and 
the report of the Board of Law Examiners. 

The scholarly dean of one of the great law schools of the country 
said: 

“I believe that the proposed required and recommended minimum 

standards for bar examiners and bar examinations must be 
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taken only as very general recommendations for a state such 
as Illinois. Some of the recommendations do not fit the situation 
in Illinois at all, and if they were adopted would not constitute 
an improvement of the existing situation. In some respects the 
suggested standards appear to go beyond their proper scope; in 
other respects they suggest specific devices to accomplish results 
which in my judgment are better accomplished in Illinois by 
other devices which have been worked out harmoniously with 
our own Board of Law Examiners.” 


The dean of one of our larger law schools expressed the views 
of his faculty and himself in this forthright fashion: 


“It was the emphatic opinion of the group (every member of 
the faculty) that the subject matter itself should be abandoned. 
The reasons ran all the way from it being mere surplusage to 
the statement that it constituted a violation of the sovereignty 
of the Supreme Court in the matter. * * * it was the general 
opinion of our faculty that this proposal offered no likelihood of 
any genuine gain, but on the other hand constituted a definite 
threat to the status of the profession in the structure of the 
American body politic by removing the profession, for practical 
purposes, from the people at large and substantially fomenting 
the impression, regardless of its correctness- or incorrectness, 
that the legal profession should constitute an artificial aristocracy 
which would of course impair its professional usefulness to the 
country and to the state.” 


The dean of another great law school said: 


“It does not seem to me that this statement is in a form for 
‘adoption’ by the Illinois Supreme Court. If the Court were 
inclined to make any modifications in respect of bar admissions, 
it seems to me that it would do so through changes in their rules 
or through other steps of a specific nature. It uccurs to me that 
it would not be appropriate for a governmental body to subscribe 
to a declaration of principles which, for the most part, would be 
designed to improve the character of bar admissions in other 
states.” 


It is not surprising, in the light of the unanimous recommendations 
of those most intimately concerned in Illinois, that the Supreme Court 
stated, after giving “careful consideration to the question of their 
adoption in this State, it is our conclusion that while they represent 
many desirable practices they do not exceed in quality the high 
standards now prevailing in Illinois; and that no significant improve- 


117 








ment could be effected by their adoption. We have decided, therefore, 
to take no action with respect thereto.” 

(5) While we are of the opinion that the method by which the 
present Standards were drafted was ill-advised, if their voluntary 
adoption by all the states is the object, it is not this aspect of the 
Standards which constitutes the major obstacle to their adoption. 
The major obstacle to their adoption lies in the content of the Standards 
themselves. It is impossible to adequately list the criticisms of the 
Standards, solicited and unsolicited, which this committee has received 
from law school deans, bar associations, and examiners. But all of 
them fall under the following heads: 

(a) The Standards reflect both a sound and an unsound objec- 
tive. Their sound objective which has been discussed in (1), (2) and 
(3), is to grapple with the question of improving the Standards of 
bar examinations and their administration. Their unsound objective, 
and by far the more pervasive of the two, is to transfer plenary 
power over matters peculiarly within the prerogative of state author- 
ities to a national organization. 

A major objective of the proponents of these Standards—an 
objective which has heretofore been shrouded in mystery—has recently 
been clarified. The “Introduction” of a recent report explicitly states: 

“The objective here is similar to the objective of the standards 

for the approval of law schools. The A.B.A. cannot require a 

law school, state or private, to adopt the American Bar Association 

standards for approving law schools. It has no sanctions available 
to force the adoption of its approved standards other than public 
opinion and the prestige that goes with being on the ‘honor roll’ 

* * * Tt is not only possible but probable that states which 

adopt the A.B.A. approved Standards for Bar Examiners and 

Bar Examinations will receive comparable recognition.” 

This objective is unsound in two basic respects: (i) It is 
based upon an obviously naive equation between universities 
and states. (ii) It requires that a sufficient number of states approve 
the Standards to provide the fire necessary for a successful applica- 
tion of the stigma to a non-approving state. It can confidently be 
expected that no state will abdicate its legitimate control over admis- 
sions to its bar for this purpose alone. There cannot be an “honor 
roll” where admission to it must be gained for questionable motives. 

It is superficial to say that because doctors and accountants 
have national examinations, similar national examinations could be 
conducted for lawyers. The advocates of that proposal, which was 
unanimously rejected by the National Conference of Bar Examiners 
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several years ago, overlooked the basic difference between the practice 
of law and the practice of medicine or accounting. They overlooked 
the simplest matters, such as who could draw bar examination ques- 
tions on a national basis and who could be found to grade them. Most 
national examinations, because of the volume of applicants, are in 
the form of Yes-No or multiple-choice questions. It is difficult enough 
to draw such questions for one state and we cannot conceive how 
they could be drawn for all states unless the examination were to 
become primarily an intelligence test similar to the law aptitude 
examinations. 


(b) The unsound and unhealthy objective of the present 
Standards is evidenced not only in the commanding tone with which 
they are addressed to the appointing authorities in each state, but in 
the very strong implication of their wording that certain appointing 
authorities are not capable of discerning between right and wrong in 
making their selections. 


(c) The proposed Standards evidence an unsound contempt 
by their drafters for bar examinations as an independent influence 
in the law school student’s preparation for required practice. Required 
Standard No. 6 provides not only that examiners must be “scholarly” 
but that they must be qualified to prepare questions which accurately 
reflect the law school training that is being offered in law schools 
approved by the American Bar Association. Standard No. 8 provides 
that bar examiners should have a thorough acquaintance with the 
methods and problems as well as the progress of modern legal educa- 
tion. Standard No. 17 provides that, in the selection of bar examination 
subjects, the emphasis should be upon the basic and fundamental 
subjects which are ordinarily taught in the approved law schools. 
And if this is not enough, Standard No. 18 provides that bar examina- 
tion questions should not be based upon local case or statutory law 
except in those subjects which, although local in nature, are of 
sufficient importance to justify inclusion. 


Many states, particularly the smaller ones which have no estab- 
lished tradition of their own, may find it appropriate to examine on 
national law. Larger states, such as New York, which has an estab- 
lished body of its own law, may properly insist that an applicant 
who wants to practice in New York should know New York law. 
The New York Court of Appeals, we are advised, is committed to that 
view. Whether the examination should be based on local or national 
law should be a matter to be decided by each state for itself, and no 
reason suggests itself why Standard No. 18 should be imposed on all 
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states. Some states have local principles of law that are equally im- 
portant to them as the Community Property Law is to California and 
other western and southwestern states. 

While it is not the function of this committee to question the 
motives of those who demand a fairly complete neutralization of bar 
examinations as an independent influence upon the law school 
student’s preparation for practice, it is appropriate to observe that 
such neutralization is of only superficial aid to law schools in their 
drive to obtain a high percentage of success in bar examinations com- 
pared to the added burden it places upon them in preparing their 
students for practice and the consequent loss which is occasioned to 
legal education as a whole. Bar examinations as something different 
from law school examinations can be valuable complements to law 
school education. If law schools cannot rely upon bar examinations 
for a reminder that students should not underestimate a more 
mundane approach to the law, they will be forced to give less and 
less attention to the satisfaction of deeper intellectual curiosities. 
The loss to legal education as a whole could be immeasurable. 

(d) The proposed Standards contain provisions which are de- 
signed to undermine public confidence in the examining process 
without in any way adding to its improvement. Required Standard 
No. 25 provides that bar examination grading should be checked at 
least once every five years by authorities in the various fields of the 
law that are covered by the examination. Recommended Standard 
No. 2-R provides that if bar examination results in a particular state 
are unsatisfactory, a survey of the entire bar examination system 
and the law school training within the state should be conducted by 
an out-of-state committee composed of two or more members. It is 
not the position of this committee that there should be no mechanism 
which would assure a periodic stock-taking within any particular 
examining body. But where it is sought to inquire into the correct 
and honest exercise of the examining function, the exercise of 
which necessarily involves subjective opinion, it is not the quintessence 
of wisdom to endow persons, who are likely to hold strong views 
on any particular subject and who do not have any public responsi- 
bility for the results, with the duty of checking upon the examiners 
who are charged with such public responsibility. The principle of 
checking upon the checkers is one of the most dangerous as well as 
one of the most effective means today of assuring that publicly con- 
stituted authorities are discharging their duties properly. Great care 
should be exercised in the choice of a proper inquiring body lest the 
existing publicly guaranteed control procedures be replaced by per- 
sonal “free-for-alls.” 
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Although the Minimum Standards, whether “Required” or “Rec- 
ommended,” have been stated to be “almost wholly qualitative in 
character,’ many of them are so largely subjective in character as to 
render enforcement impracticable, if not impossible. As a member 
of this committee puts it: “Any appraisal as to whether a given 
state does or does not comply with the proposed Standards will 
necessarily vary with the eye of the beholder.” 


Reference can be made to only a few of the Standards. Required 
Standard No. 7 reads in part: “No Bar Examiner should serve after 
he has attained the age of seventy.” No useful purpose will be served 
by a mandatory requirement as to the age of an examiner. It may 
well be that an examiner of seventy years, a lawyer of varied and 
vast experience as a practitioner, blessed with common sense, pos- 
sessing an ever-increasing ability to appraise individuals, and who 
has mellowed a bit is just about the perfect examiner. 


When I became an Illinois examiner, our President, who was at 
least 75 years of age when appointed, was the man who gave balance 
to the Board. He had been an active practitioner in central Illinois 
for a half century, had served as a trustee of the University of 
Illinois, and as President of the Illinois State Bar Association, and was 
one of the most forthright individuals I have ever met. A close personal 
friend of several justices of the Illinois Supreme Court, he was an 
effective intermediary between the Board and the Court. Because of 
his broad background and his infinite capacity for human understand- 
ing, he was a tower of strength to the Board. The profession would 
have been the loser had an arbitrary age requirement precluded his 
appointment in the first place, or thereafter forced his retirement. 


Required Standard No. 8 declares: “At least one Bar Examiner 
should be a young lawyer who has graduated not more than ten 
years prior to his appointment from a school approved by the American 
Bar Association.” Of course, it is desirable to have younger blood added 
from time to time. And no one will quarrel with some degree of rota- 
tion. Adoption of Standard No. 8 would mean, however, that, within 
a relatively short period of time, the entire Board would consist of 
lawyers with minimum experience. 


Let us take another look at the Board with which I am most 
familiar. We have a Board of five; the average age is 46 years; and 
for two of our five “life has just begun.” Yet, as of today we do not 
meet Required Minimum Standard No. 8. I submit, however, that, 
with two of our most competent members each 40 years of age, com- 
parative youth is adequately represented. 


121 








Required Standard No. 22 reads: “Optional questions should be 
included in Bar Examinations for both basic and elective subjects.” 
This is a highly debatable matter. We have given optional questions 
in the past. The applicants did not like them. They felt, and perhaps 
justly so, that they wasted precious time in determining which ques- 
tions to answer. We are not aware of any great desire on the part of 
the law school deans that optional questions should be given and 
certainly not in all subjects. So controversial a standard should receive 
further study. 


The New York Board which examines a larger number of appli- 
cants than any other Board does not use optional questions at the 
present time. Optional questions were used in New York some years 
ago as an experiment and were discarded for a reason not mentioned 
by the proponents as an objection to their use. There are differences 
in graders and the Standards, themselves, recommend that all of the 
answers to a particular bar examination question be graded by the 
same reader. Consequently, if one applicant elects to answer one 
question where the grading is liberal and another applicant elects to 
answer a different question which is graded by a strict reader, the 
applicant’s grade is really determined, not by the question he selected 
or by his ability in answering it, but by the circumstance of the type 
of reader who graded it. Variances in the grading of answers are not 
particularly harmful when all applicants answer the same questions, 
but the result can be grossly distorted when optional questions are 
used unless some method is devised to insure that the grading standards 
of the readers are reasonably similar. 


One of our Illinois deans, a law school teacher of vast experience, 
says: 
“Standard No. 22 directs that optional questions be included in 
both basic and elective subjects. The standard is believed to be 
too broad. Questions in basic subjects should certainly not be of 
the optional variety. For that matter, no so-called ‘optional’ 
questions should be given. If alternative optional questions are 
asked, questions of this nature should come at the end of any 
examination period, should be labelled, and should possess minor 
significance in the total result, to prevent unfairness or delay.” 


Recommended Minimum Standard No. 2-R deals with “Unsatis- 
factory Bar Examination Results.” It commences, “If the Bar Exam- 
ination results in a particular state are unsatisfactory.” The question 
naturally suggests itself as to who is to determine whether the results 
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of a particular bar examination are satisfactory or unsatisfactory— 
the applicants, the law schools, the Supreme Court,—or are we to 
have a poll of members of the bar on the questions. 


Recently, a letter discussing the background out of which the 
Standards emerged has received wide circulation. Not only bar ex- 
aminers but numerous law school deans as well have directed attention 
to the fact that there is no such thing as a national bar examination. 
To a comment that the proposal for a national bar examination had 
been made not long ago and rejected, we find this reply: “The above 
is correct, but the proposal for a ‘National Bar Examination’ is too 
meritorious to preclude its adoption at a later date. The reference 
was included advisedly in anticipation of the legal profession recogniz- 
ing the wise decisions of other major professions to adopt ‘National 
Examination,’ American Medical Association, American Dental As- 
sociation, and Association of Certified Public Accountants. There is 
no ‘such thing’ now, but time, clear thinking and good judgment may 
correct this unfortunate situation.” 


In contrast, an Illinois dean writes, with respect to Recommended 
Minimum Standard No. 8-R: “The reference therein to a ‘National 
Board of Law Examiners’ should be deleted in view of the over- 
whelming opposition, expressed at previous American Bar Association 
meetings, to anything savoring of a national bar examination.” 


While this committee believes that the problem of raising the 
Standards of bar examinations and their administration deserves 
careful consideration, it feels that the present proposed Standards do 
not embody the thought which this problem deserves, and for this 
reason it does not recommend their adoption. 


This committee disapproves of the Required and Recommended 
Standards to the extent that their objectives are, or their probable 
effect would be, either to require bar examiners to conform their 
examinations to the teaching in law schools for the purpose of bringing 
about a substantially larger number of admissions to the bar; or to 
transfer from the courts of any state to the Section of Legal Education 
of the American Bar Association, or to any other entity, supervision 
or control over the bar examiners or the bar examinations of that 
state. 


Initially, this committee plans to suggest to the joint committee 
the preparation of a questionnaire to be sent to all bar examiners, and 
possibly to chief justices and deans of law schools to obtain as many 
representative opinions as possible on as many important questions as 
are submitted. The joint committee could prepare the questionnaire. 


123 








From an analysis of the answers, a short set of recommendations or 
guides should be prepared for distribution to all examiners and ap- 
pointing authorities. We shall suggest, further, that the recommenda- 
tions be not mandatory but state that they are intended to serve as 
guides, and will from time to time, as experience develops new ideas, 
be supplemented and revised. 


This committee proposes: 


That the National Conference of Bar Examiners join with the 
Council of the Section of Legal Education and Admissions to the Bar 
of the American Bar Association in establishing a joint committee 
consisting of an equal number of representatives of the Conference 
and the Council and that the joint committee, when appointed: 


(a) Determine whether a set of uniform standards is the most 
effective and desirable means of attacking the problem of raising the 
standards of bar examinations and their administration. And, if so: 


(b) Determine at the outset what should be the purpose of such 
standards. In particular, whether their purpose should be to aid 
appointing authorities and bar examiners in the discharge of their 
duties or to command compliance by such authorities and bar exam- 
iners with their provisions, and whether their purpose should be to 
strengthen state bar examinations or to discredit them and ultimately 
transfer that function to a national organization. 


(c) Determine, in detail, what procedures should be followed 
in drafting and adopting such standards prior to their submission to 
the states. 


| Following Mr. Smith’s remarks, a motion was made, seconded 
and carried that the action of the Board of Managers of the 
National Conference of Bar Examiners, in authorizing the Chair- 
man to appoint three men to serve on a Joint Committee with a 
committee similarly appointed by the Section of Legal Education, 
be ratified. 


|The National Conference’s representatives on the Joint Com- 
mittee are: Sharp Whitmore, Len Young Smith and Walter 
Powers. 


|The representatives from the Section of Legal Education 
and Admissions to the Bar are: Shelden D. Elliott, George Neff 
Stevens and Whitney North Seymour. | 
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Report of Committee on Cooperation with 
Bench and Bar, Association of American 


Law Schools 


From the Handbook of Proceedings of the Association of American Law Schools, 
December 27, 1940, pp. 188-191, and Submitted by Mr. Elliott as an Appendix to his paper 
on the Standards. 

The following recommended standards are suggested as a starting 
point for approving bar examination systems. They are far from 
perfect, but it is hoped that they will provide the nucleus around 
which to build higher standards. 


RECOMMENDED STANDARDS FOR A BAR EXAMINATION SYSTEM 


A. Committees of Bar Examiners. 
1. Selection of Members of Committees of Bar Examiners. 

a. Members of Committees of Bar Examiners should not be 
appointed for political reasons. 

b. Persons appointed to a Committee of Bar Examiners 
should be thoroughly acquainted with the methods and 
the problems of modern legal education, and should have 
a present affirmative interest in legal education and ad- 
missions to the bar. 

c. No person should be appointed to a Committee of Bar 
Examiners unless he is willing to give sufficient time to 
the duties to insure that he will be able to keep abreast of 
the progress that is being made in legal education and 
admissions to the bar. 

d. No person should be appointed to a Committee of Bar 
Examiners who does not have such scholarly attainments 
as are necessary to qualify him to prepare bar examination 
questions which accurately reflect the law school training 
that is being offered in approved law schools. 

e. One or more members of a Committee of Bar Examiners 
or its staff for drafting and grading questions should have 
been graduated from law school less than ten years at the 
time of appointment. 

2. Appointment of Members of Committee of Bar Examiners. 

a. Members of Committees of Bar Examiners should be ap- 
pointed by such appointive agencies as will insure the 
selection of attorneys with outstanding professional reputa- 
tions and with the qualifications to become able and effic- 
ient committeemen. 
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b. 


c. 


Compensation: 

The compensation, if any, which a committeeman re- 
ceives should not be in any degree dependent upon the 
number of persons taking the bar examinations. 

Tenure: 

There should be a sufficient rotation in the personnel 
of the members of the Committees of Bar Examiners to 
bring new views to the Committees and to insure interest 
and progress in the work of the Committees. 


B. Bar Examinations. 


1. Bar Examination Questions. 


a. 


Type of Question: 

Bar examination questions of the problem type should 
be calculated to require the applicants to demonstrate their 
respective abilities to analyze the facts presented, to recog- 
nize the legal points involved, to apply the proper legal 
principles, and to give well-reasoned answers. 

Selection of Questions: 

Bar examination questions should not be selected from 
sources which encourage the creation and perpetuation 
of cram courses. 

Scope of Question: 

The scope of bar examination questions should be 
restricted to subject matter which is usually taught in the 
approved law schools. 

Local Law: 

Bar examination questions should not be based upon 
local case or statutory law except in those subjects which, 
although local in nature, are of sufficient importance to 
justify inclusion in the bar examinations, e.g., Community 
Property. 

Optional Subjects: 

Where questions are included on non-basic subjects, or 
on those parts of basic subjects which may not have been 
included in the course content in most of the approved law 
schools it is recommended that such questions be made 
optional. 

Time Allowed for Answering Bar Examination Questions: 

Sufficient time should be allowed for answering each 
question in the bar examination to permit the applicants 
to make a careful analysis of the facts and to prepare a 
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well-reasoned answer covering each of the points included 
in each of the questions. 
2. Scope of Examinations. 

It is recommended that the subject matter of the bar 
examinations be restricted to the basic law courses and to 
the more important elective courses which are taught in 
the majority of the approved law schools. 

3. Number of Bar Examinations per year. 

It is recommended that the number of bar examinations 
in each state be reduced to one or two per year in order 
that sufficient time may be available to draft scientifically 
prepared questions, to study the results of each successive 
examination, and to prepare more uniform examinations. 

4. Date of Bar Examination. 

The bar examination should be held at such times as 
will insure sufficient opportunity after graduation for 
preparation for the bar examinations without interfering 
with the applicants’ classroom work in the law school. 

5. Number of Sessions to Be Covered by the Bar Examinations. 

The bar examination should cover not less than six 
three-hour sessions. 

6. Bar Examination to Be in Writing. 

The major part of the bar examination should be in 
writing. 

7. Expert Draftsman. 

It is recommended that wherever possible the services 
of one or more expert draftsmen be secured to prepare 
the bar examination questions. This may be done by 
arranging for the exclusive drafting services of qualified 
persons or by making use of a National Bar Examination 
or by using the services of out-of-state law teachers. 


Grading Bar Examinations. 
1. Method of Grading. 

The grading of the bar examinations should be done 
in such a way that all applicants will have their answers 
to the same questions graded by the same persons. The 
system of grading which is adopted should be one which 
will insure a high degree of accuracy and fairness. 

2. Border Line Cases. 

A review of the border line cases should be provided 
which will assure an independent evaluation of the appli- 
cant’s ability as demonstrated by the bar examination. 
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3. Employment of Readers. 

It is recommended that wherever possible trained ex- 
pert Readers be employed in order to secure the maximum 
accuracy in grading and to relieve the members of the 
Committee of Bar Examiners of the detailed work involved 
in the grading. This may be done by securing the reading 
services of skilled Readers or by making use of the services 
of a National Board of Bar Examiners. 


D. Statistics. 
It is recommended that studies be made of the results 
of each bar examination in order to discover and correct 
defects in the bar examination system. 


E. Educational Standards. 
1. Prelegal Education. 
It is recommended that each applicant be required to 
have had two full years of successful college work or its 
equivalent before beginning the study of law. 


2. Legal Training. 
It is recommended that each applicant be required tc 
graduate from an approved law school before being eligible 
to take the bar examinations. 


F. Diploma Privilege. 
It is recommended that the diploma privilege be dis- 
couraged as a means of qualifying for admission to practice 
law. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


1. It is the recommendation of this Committee that the Association 
go on record in favor of a National Bar Examination and that it dele- 
gate to either the Committee on Bar Admissions or the Committee on 
Cooperation with the Bench and the Bar the responsibility for working 
with similar committees of the National Conference of Bar Examiners 
and the American Bar Association Section of Legal Education and 
Admissions to the Bar to bring about the creation and perpetuation 
of such an examination. (Carried on vote by schools, 50 to 21). 

2. The Committee further recommends that the Association call 
to the attention of its members the fact that the Association is already 
on record in favor of the creation of state Committees on Cooperation 
between the Law Schools and the Bar, and that the President of the 
Association be requested to appoint at least one law school representa- 
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tive in each state in which there is a member law school to act as a 
liaison between the Bench and the Bar to assist in bringing about the 
creation of such committees, where action has not already been taken. 
In the states in which provision has already been made for these com- 
mittees it is essential that the liaison representative and the law school 
groups actively participate in preparing the programs for the meetings. 
(Carried, viva voce). 

3. The Committee further recommends that the Association 
formulate standards similar to these set forth herein for use as the 
basis for approving bar examination systems and that state Committees 
on Cooperation between the Law Schools and the Bar be requested 
to urge the adoption of these standards in their respective states. 
(Carried, viva voce). 

Respectfully submitted, 
Edwin D. Dickinson, Noel T. Dowling, Albert J. 
Harno, Fleming James, Jr., Charles T. McCormick, 
Frederick J. Moreau, Robert W. Stayton, Edson R. 
Sunderland, James E. Brenner, Chairman. 


New Rules in South Carolina 


Last June the South Carolina legislature passed a Bill recognizing 
the inherent power of the court to fix qualifications for admission to 
the bar. Following that action, Chief Justice Taylor H. Stukes and 
Associate Justice G. D. Oxner of the Supreme Court of South Carolina 
made a study of the rules of all states concerning admission to the 
bar and submitted their findings and recommendations to the Court 
en banc. As a result, South Carolina now has new requirements which 
are effective March 1, 1958. 

The rules provide for two bar examinations each year, in February 
and June, and specify that the subjects to be examined upon shall 
be determined by the Board of Law Examiners and listed in the 
rules. An applicant failing to pass his first bar examination may be 
permitted to take a second examination; if he fails to pass the second, 
he shall not be permitted to take a third examination within the next 
succeeding eleven months. No applicant shall be permitted to take 
more than three examinations. 

The Court has created a Committee on Character and Fitness 
consisting of five members of the bar to be appointed by the Court. 
The members first appointed to this Committee shall hold office for 
one, two, three, four and five years, respectively, and their successors 
shall be appointed for a term of five years each. The Committee is 
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empowered to adopt rules and regulations, subject to the approval of 
the Court, and its duty “is to investigate and determine whether or 
not an applicant for admission to the bar possesses the qualifications 
prescribed by these Rules as to citizenship, age, character, residence 
and legal education.” There is also this provision: “The burden shall 
be on the applicant to establish to the reasonable satisfaction of a 
majority of said Committee that he possesses such qualifications.” 
Any member of the Committee may administer oaths and issue sub- 
poenas. 


Each applicant to take the bar examination must be a citizen of 
the United States and at least twenty-one years of age, a person of 
good moral character, an actual resident of South Carolina for a 
period of not less than six months prior to his application for ad- 
mission, a graduate of one of the state operated law schools of South 
Carolina or a graduate of a school approved by the American Bar 
Association or such other law school as may be approved by the 
Supreme Court. He must also, of course, meet the requirements of 
the Committee on Character and Fitness. 


Law office study is abolished except as to any person who com- 
menced study prior to January 1, 1957, and who on or before April 1, 
1958, applies to the Supreme Court for relaxation of the law school 
requirement. “The granting or refusal of such application shall rest 
in the discretion of the Supreme Court.” 


Applications to take the bar examination must be filed not less 
than four nor more than six months prior to the date of the examination 
and must be accompanied by a fee of $10. There is an additional fee 
of $10 at the time of admission to the bar. 


An attorney from another jurisdiction in which the standard 
of admission is substantially equivalent to the standard of South 
Carolina may be admitted without examination upon furnishing 
proof as to residence in South Carolina, good moral character, and 
intent to teach or practice law in the state, provided he has actively 
practiced law for at least five years next preceding the filing of the 
application or “during said period has been a judge of a court of record 
or teacher of law.” Attorneys from states which do not extend re- 
ciprocity on substantially equal terms to attorneys from South Carolina 
shall not be admitted under this rule. If an attorney qualifies under the 
provisions, he must pay a fee of $100 and fill out forms prescribed by 
the Committee on Character and Fitness. That Committee shall then 
obtain a report from the National Conference of Bar Examiners as to 
his moral character and professional standing. 
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Registration Requirements in Ohio 


The states which are now considering rules requiring registration 
of law students at the beginning of law study will be interested in 
Sections 6 and 7 of the rules for admission to the bar of Ohio. These 
sections are given below. A third section, Section 8, provides that a 
person desiring to be admitted to the bar examination on the ground 
that he has been admitted to the bar of some other jurisdiction, shall 
file his application within ninety days before the examination, fill 
out a questionnaire, and furnish the personal fingerprint identification 
card. Attorneys seeking admission on motion in Ohio do not come 
under this requirement. 


SECTION 6. REGISTRATION REQUIREMENTS. 


A. Every resident of the state who commences the study of law on and after 
June 1, 1934 at a law school located in this state or elsewhere, shall file 
with the Clerk of the Supreme Court his application for registration as a 
candidate for admission to the bar. Such application shall be accompanied 
by a certificate of the chief officer of his law school, showing that the 
applicant has commenced the study of law therein; by a certificate of 
general education as required by Section 4 of this rule; by answers in 
duplicate to a questionnaire executed by him under oath upon a form 
prescribed by the Court; together with a personal fingerprint identification 
card on the form prescribed and used by the Federal Bureau of Investiga- 
tion for personal identification; and by the registration fee of ten dollars. 
If such application is filed subsequent to the first term of the applicant’s 
attendance in law school it shall also be accompanied by an affidavit 
giving sufficient reason for such delay. Provided further that law students, 
who registered prior to June 1, 1934 and who have discontinued law 
study and have not taken the bar examination, shall upon entering an 
approved law school for the study of law file with the Clerk in duplicate 
the questionnaire and personal fingerprint identification card herein 
required. (Amended April 26, 1957.) 


B. Upon the filing of such application and questionnaire one copy of the 
questionnaire shall be referred by the Clerk to a committee to be desig- 
nated by the local bar association or associations as hereinafter provided, 
in the county where such candidate claims permanent residence. 


C. Such committee, so designated by the local bar association or associations, 
shall proceed to investigate the character, reputation and moral qualifica- 
tions of each candidate whose questionnaire is submitted to it and shall 
obtain answers to questionnaires from three citizens in the county, not 
related to the applicant, at least one of whom shall not be a member of 
the bar, and from two members of the said local bar association commit- 
tee who have personally investigated the candidate’s qualifications, such 
questionnaires from the members and citizens to be in the form prescribed 
by the Supreme court of Ohio. 
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D. The Supreme Court shall determine from the report of the local bar 
association committee and from the questionnaires filed by said committee 
and the candidate and from such other information as may be available, 
whether the candidate shall be accepted for registration, and shall notify 
the candidate whether his application for registration has been accepted 
or rejected. As to such persons as are accepted for registration the period 
required for the study of law by the rules of this Court shall date from 
the filing of the application of such candidate. 


E. The president of each local bar association, or if there be more than one, 
then the presidents of such local bar associations, shall appoint a Com- 
mittee on Applicants for Admission to the Bar, which Committee shall 
consist of three or more members of each county, as the Court shall from 
time to time determine, and the members thereof shall serve without 
compensation. Upon the original appointment one-third of said members 
shall be appointed for one year, one-third for two years, and one-third 
for three years and their successors thereafter appointed for a term of 
three years each. Said Ccmmittee on Applicants for Admission to the Bar 
shall be charged with the duty of passing upon the character, reputation 
and moral qualifications of candidates for registration in accordance with 
the rules from time to time prescribed by the Supreme Court. Said 
Committees in their examination of the candidate shall employ the ques- 
tionnaires hereinbefore prescribed and shall report to the Clerk of the 
Supreme Court the result of their investigation and their recommenda- 
tions as to the acceptance or rejection of such candidates as registered 
law students. (Paragraphs B, C, D, E and F adopted March 15, 1934.) 


F. Before any application for registration shall be filed such person shall 
present to the Clerk of this Court satisfactory evidence of general 
educational attainments as required by Section 4 of this rule. (As amended 
May 22, 1923.) 


G. On and after September 1, 1935, no applications for registration will be 
received from applicants studying law under tutorage of attorneys. (As 
amended June 14, 1935.) 


Sect:on 7. Every person who shall commence the study of law while a non- 
resident of this state, and who has not been regularly admitted as an attorney-at- 
law in some court of record within the United States, shall, at least six months 
before admission to an examination, file with the Clerk, an affidavit showing that 
he has come into the state for the purpose of making it his permanent residence, 
and stating his name, age, present and former residence; the certificate of the 
chief officer of his law school, showing the periods of his law study; an official 
transcript of his law college work; certificate of his general education as required 
by Section 4 of this rule; questionnaire in duplicate and personal fingerprint 
identification card as required by Section 6 of this rule; and registration fee of 
ten dollars. (Amended April 26, 1957.) 


The six months residence in this state required of such persons shall date 
from the filing of such papers. (As amended October 20, 1949.) 
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